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GLOSSARY 
 
Contextual Assessment Inventory. An indirect functional behavioral assessment tool 
that allows professionals to identify those environme tal events that relate to the 
problem behaviors displayed by people with intellectual disabilities. 
 
Discriminative stimuli. An antecedent that precedes the occurrence of the be avior and 
predicts that a specific behavior will be reinforced. 
 
Functional behavioral assessment. A set of strategies for identifying those antecedents 
and reinforcers that relate to problem behavior. 
 
Intellectual disabilities. “Intellectual disability is characterized by significant 
limitations both in intellectual functioning and inadaptative behavior as expressed in 
conceptual, social, and practical adaptative skills. This disability originates before age 
18” (Schalock et al., 2010, p. 5). 
 
Motivating operations. Antecedent variables that alter (a) the effectiveness of a 
stimulus that acts as a reinforcer, and (b) the frequency of those behaviors that have 
been reinforced by that stimulus (Michael, 2007). 
 
Questions About Behavioral Function. An indirect functional behavioral assessment 
tool that was designed to identify the function of problem behavior in people with 
intellectual disabilities. 

GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS  
 
CAI – Contextual Assessment Inventory 
FBA – Functional behavioral assessment 
ID – Intellectual disabilities 
MO – Motivating operations 
QABF – Questions About Behavioral Function 
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1. INTRODUCTION  
 






All people experience a moment that changes the direction of their lives. I think that I 
can place that moment in 2007. I worked as a tutor in a special school for children with 
intellectual disabilities (ID). The class contained seven children aged 12 to 21. One of 
the students was a 20-year-old young lady who had Ret Syndrome. She was adorable, 
pleasant and quiet, but did not possess communicative skills. Normally she spent her 
time in a wheelchair, however she was able to leave the wheelchair and move along the 
ground at will. I was uninterested the first time I witnessed her perform a repetitive 
movement (stereotypic behavior) with her hand (specifically, I witnessed her spreading 
spit on her face, table, floor, etc. using her hand). However, when I began to work with 
her, I noticed that the constant stimulation caused by this behavior hindered my 
educational work with her. Her peers and teachers con idered the movement irritating 
and unhygienic. The school teachers informed me that s e performed that movement 
constantly and that rigorous intervention had not been implemented to teach her more 
appropriate behaviors. Sometimes, reactive strategies (i.e., punishment) were used, such 
as denying her the opportunity to perform or complete an activity in which she was 
engaged. Other procedures were also implemented, such as shouting at her after the 
behavior; procedures that difficultly provide her positive support. During the same time 
period, I read a study conducted by Wales, Charman, and Mount (2004). The authors of 
this study explored the extent to which the conditions of the functional analysis 
influenced the frequency of stereotyped behavior displayed by eight students who had 
Ret Syndrome. One important personal development was the understanding that the 
occurrence and the frequency of the behavior was not something intrinsic to ether the 
person or to the disability and that environmental conditions could strongly influence 
the occurrence of the behavior. Moreover, the understanding that problem behavior, in 
this case, the stereotypic behavior, is meaningful for the student allowed me to form an 
intervention plan that better focused on the student’s needs. 
The research from other articles (i.e., Iwata, Dorsey, Slifer, Bauman, & Richman, 1994; 
Nuzzolo-Gomez, Leonard, Ortiz, Rivera, & Greer, 200; Preciado & Sugai, 2007) and 
the rigorous guidance of Josep Font in devising a precise intervention plan for this 
student considerably increased my interest and motivation for researching problem 
behavior in people with ID. 
The interest generated by these readings, combined with two specific events, generated 




First, the opportunity to participate as an intern in the research group “Discapacitat i 
Qualitat de Vida: Aspectes Educatius” de la Facultat de Psicología, Ciències de 
l’Educació i de l’Esport Blanquerna (URL), whose main researcher is Dr. Climent 
Giné. This opportunity not only allowed me to participate in research projects designed 
to improve the quality of life of people with ID and their families but also provided me 
with the opportunity to begin PhD studies and to continue investigating the different 
aspects of problem behaviors and their treatment. Some of these concepts required 
considerable examination. Key factors in beginning the current studies included sharing 
research experiences with research group partners, contributing to the development of 
research projects, and observing how research could promote a better understanding of 
the complexities of problem behavior. 
Second, I participated in the working group that organized the “Grup d’Investigació en 
Educació Especial (GIEE)” about problem behavior displayed by people with ID. Key 
factors in my research development were listening discussing problem behavior with 
other professionals from different fields, exploring ew research topics, thinking about 
factors that related to the frequency and severity of problem behavior in real cases, and 
learning about how research could apply to everyday pr ctice by providing tools for the 
professionals who treat problem behavior. 
In summary, this thesis arises from both personal ad professional motivations to better 
understand the nature of problem behavior displayed by people with ID and to establish 
comprehensive assessment procedures and intervention plans that completely serve the 
people’s needs. 
In recent years, the assessment and treatment of problem behavior has become a topic of 
particular interest. Problem behavior has emerged as one of the most severe and studied 
issues in the field of disabilities (Matson et al.,2011) and is one of the major challenges 
faced by modern social services (Crone, Hawken, & Horner, 2010; Font & Castells, 
2009). The prevalence of problem behavior has been explored in different countries and 
for different disabilities; high rates of problem behavior have been found among people 
populations with ID (i.e., Jones et al., 2008; Lowe et al., 2007; Matson et al., 2011; 
Murphy, Healy, & Leader, 2009).  
Problem behavior has negative effects on both the person who engages in the behavior 
and on that person’s closest relations. Problem behavior is one of the biggest barriers to 
ensuring that people with ID are able to participate in the community (Carr, Ladd, & 




among people with ID. These behaviors can affect both the people’s quality of life 
(Langthorne, McGill, & O'Reilly, 2007) and the quality of life of their staff or families 
(Emerson, 2001).  
The understanding of these behaviors has usually been associated with the people 
themselves. Therefore, as Snell (2010) stated, interventions aimed at rapidly reducing or 
temporarily eliminating problem behavior and the consequences of these interventions 
have not been analyzed. Moreover, these interventions were frequently reactive; the 
intervention was conducted immediately after the occurrence of the problem behavior to 
fix the person to its environment. These intervention procedures frequently used 
punishment as a strategy to temporarily stop the beavior.  
Nevertheless, in recent decades, applied behavioral analysis has substantially 
contributed to the field of education and disability (Greshman et al., 2004) by exploring 
the functional relationships of the behavior (i.e., Butler & Luiselli, 2007; Carey & 
Halle, 2002; English & Anderson, 2006; Hagopian et al., 2002; Simó-Pinatella, 2008; 
Tiger, Fisher, Toussaint, & Kodak, 2009) and by providing different perspectives that 
promote a better understanding of problem behavior (Steege & Watson, 2009). Thus, 
new theoretical models have emerged as a result of research and everyday practice. 
For many years the three term contingency model was used for practitioners and 
researchers. This model was quite linear (Steege & Watson, 2009) in that a behavior 
was preceded by an antecedent (discriminative stimuli; SD) and reinforced by 
consequences. Nevertheless, another type of antecedent (motivating operations; MO) 
that influenced the three term contingency (Cooper, H ron, & Heward, 2007) has been 
an object of study during recent decades. Steege and Watson (2009) recently suggested 
the SMIRC model, which incorporates the presence of MOs in the understanding of 
problem behavior. This model considerers the dynamic interactions of variables within 
and external to the individual and recognizes that t ese variables generally interact with 
each other (Watson, Steege, & Watson, 2011). 
Considering the importance of incorporating MOs in the assessment of problem 
behavior (SMIRC model), the study entitled “Instruments d’avaluació per tractar les 
conductes problemàtiques de persones amb discapacitt intel·lectual a partir del model 
E-M-I-R-C” is presented. This study focused on people with ID and aims (a) to obtain 
assessment tools that permit the identification of MOs and behavioral function and (b) 




related. To achieve these goals, the concept of MO and its effects on problem behavior 
are explored below. 
 
1.1. Layout of the dissertation 
 
This thesis is presented using several publications that arose from the research discussed 
below. Specifically, three published articles and one under review are presented. 
Furthermore, it serves part of the requirements for a European doctorate; this thesis is 
presented in English, although a summary of all of the publications is provided in both 
English and Catalan. 
The present work is divided into five parts: theoretical framework, aims of the research, 
method and results, general discussion and conclusions. 
In terms of theoretical framework, the research approach is presented. Several aspects of 
this approach such as the theoretical models of assessment, the important role of 
antecedents (SD and MO) and reinforcers, and the most significant ssumptions of 
functional assessment are presented. Furthermore, two articles are presented (Simó-
Pinatella et al., 2011; Simó-Pinatella, Font-Roura et l., 2013) to provide details about 
the concept of MO, its effects, and the importance of including MO in the assessment 
and treatment of people with ID.  
Next, based on the theoretical foundations of and the results from both articles, the aims 
of the dissertation are presented. 
Two articles are presented (Simó-Pinatella, Alomar-Ku z, Font-Roura, & Giné, 2013; 
Simó-Pinatella, Alomar-Kurz, Font-Roura, Giné et al., 2013) to describe the methods 
and results. These articles present the entire process that was followed for the validation 
of the two questionnaires and the results obtained from these questionnaires. Moreover, 
an article about the relationship between behavioral function and antecedent variables is 
still in progress. Therefore, the preliminary result  from this study are explained.  
Discussion about the findings obtained from this work, the study’s limitations and 
outlines for practitioners and further research is presented. 
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2.1. Conceptual models and keywords 
 
Problem behavior1 is related to context and is influenced and maintained by the 
environment. That is, although people with ID may be prone to engage in problem 
behavior (Allen, 2008; Dunlap & Fox, 2007; Heyvaert, Maes, & Onghena, 2010; 
Matson et al., 2011) and show difficulties in learning and adaptive skills (Neidert, 
Dozier, Iwata, & Hafen, 2010), the problem behavior is not itself caused by the 
disability (Bambara & Knoster, 2009). According to Carr et al. (2008), problem 
behavior is influenced by the environment, which may c use, remove or maintain the 
behavior (Crone & Horner, 2003). 
One model that has been used in both research and pr ctice for the understanding and 
treatment of problem behavior is the ABC model (antecedent-behavior-consequence), 
also known in the literature as the three term contingency (Cooper et al., 2007) model. 
This model examined the environmental variables that cause and reinforce problem 
behaviors (Steege & Watson, 2009). The occurrence of problem behavior is influenced 
by an antecedent (SD) and reinforced by some of the events that immediat ly occur after 
the behavior (consequences).  
SD is an antecedent that is present when a behavior is reinforced (Miltenberger, 2011). 
That is, an SD is a stimulus that sets the occasion for the behavior by preceding the 
occurrence of the behavior and predicting the presence of reinforcement for a specific 
behavior (Carr, Carlson, Langdon, Magito-McLaughlin, & Yarbrough, 1998; Cooper et 
al., 2007; Mace, Pratt, Zangrillo, & Steege, 2011; Miltenberger, 1998; Pierce & Cheney, 
2004; Steege & Watson, 2009). The effects of an SD on problem behavior have been 
studied to a large extent (i.e., Asmus et al., 1999; Conners et al., 2000; Ringdahl & 
Sellers, 2000; Winborn-Kemmerer et al., 2010).  
Consequences of the behavior include those stimuli or events that occur after the 
behavior and strength it (Pierce & Cheney, 2004; Steege & Watson, 2009). There are 
three types of reinforcement: positive, negative and utomatic reinforcement. Positive 
reinforcement indicates the maintenance of a behavior via reinforcement by an event or 
an object (Stormont, Lewis, Beckner, & Johnson, 2008). Positive reinforcement 
involves attention from others or access to tangible objects (Emerson, 2001). Therefore, 
                                                
1 Problem behavior is defined as behavior that is culturally unacceptable and that occurs with enough 
intensity, frequency or duration to affect both thehealth of the person who engages in the behavior and 
those people who surround them. Problem behavior has a negative effect on their participation in the 
community (Emerson & Einfeld, 2011). 
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problem behavior that is maintained by positive reinforcement could occur in situations 
in which little or no attention is provided (Cooper et al., 2007). Negative reinforcement 
consists of avoiding unpleasant or painful situations (Steege & Watson, 2009) or 
escaping from unpleasant events, such as possible demands (Emerson, 2001). Finally, 
automatic reinforcement is generally considered an illustration that the behavior is 
performed in search of some physiological sensation (Steege & Watson, 2009). 
Automatic reinforcement may be either positive or negative (Emerson, 2001; Steege & 
Watson, 2009) and involves self-stimulatory or non-s cial consequences (Matson et al., 
2011). 
Problem behavior does not occur randomly, it is generally performed to avoid 
unpleasant situations or to obtain favorable consequences, such as access to desired 
activities, interactions or objects (Bambara & Knoster, 2009). For example, a behavior 
that aims to get attention from professionals would be considered positively reinforced 
if attention is given to the person who engaged in the behavior.  
The maintenance variables (behavioral functions) generally identified in the literature 
include attention, escape, non-social and tangible (Matson et al., 2011). Moreover, 
physical functions such as pain have also been identified as behavioral functions. The 
literature provides significant evidence that the problem behavior engaged in by people 
with ID usually has a meaning or function (i.e., Day, Horner, & O’Neill, 1994; 
Langthorne & McGill, 2012; Paclawskyj, Matson, Rush, Smalls, & Vollmer, 2001; 
Wasano, Borrero, & Kohn, 2009; Watkins & Rapp, 2013).  
Although the ABC model is important to the understanding of problem behavior, 
research has identified some limitations to this model, such as the linear analysis of the 
behavior and the lack of consideration of motivation (Steege & Watson, 2009). 
Therefore, Steege and Watson (2009) suggested a conceptual approach, entitled the 
SMIRC model, which considered the complex nature of human behavior (Watson et al., 
2011) and permitted a broader understanding of problem behavior (Kubick & 
Mcloughlin, 2010). This model evaluated “the dynamic relationship among antecedents 
(SD and MO), individual variables, and reinforcing consequences,” (Steege & Watson, 
2009, p. 61). The effectiveness of a stimulus (SD) that influences the occurrence of the 
behavior, the behavior itself and the reinforcing effect of consequences all depend on 
the MO (Cooper et al., 2007). The important influenc  that MOs have on the three term 
contingency has been well studied (i.e., Carr, Smith, Giacin, Whelan, & Pancari, 2003; 
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Edrisinha, O’Reilly, Sigafoos, Lancioni, & Choi, 2011; Kennedy & Itkonen, 1993; 
McGill, Teer, Rye, & Hughes, 2005; Rispoli et al., 2011). 
It is necessary to note that MOs are not a new concept (Davis, 2008), but are the result 
of an evolution of the operant terminology (Langthorne & McGill, 2009). Initially, the 
concept of establishing operations (Michael, 1982) referred to those antecedents that 
altered both the effectiveness of the reinforcement (establishing effect) and the 
frequency of responses that were previously associated with these consequences 
(evocative effect). However, this term was unable to represent the bidirectional effects 
of these antecedents (Langthorne & McGill, 2009): establishing effects (an increase in 
the behavior) and abolishing effects (a decrease in the behavior). Thus, Laraway, 
Snycerski, Michael, and Poling (2003) suggested a new concept, MO, to refer to these 
establishing and abolishing effects. MOs are considere  to be those variables that alter 
(a) the effectiveness of a stimulus that acts as a reinforcer, and (b) the frequency of 
those behaviors that have been reinforced by that stimulus (Michael, 2007). That is, 
MOs possess two main properties (Laraway et al., 2003). The first property, the value-
altering effect, refers to the impact that an antecedent has on the effectiveness of another 
stimulus that acts as reinforcement or punishment (Langthorne & McGill, 2009). The 
second property, the behavior-altering effect, refers to the extent to which the MO can 
alter the likelihood of the occurrence of a behavior that has been associated with a 
specific consequences in the past (Laraway et al., 2003). For example, consider the case 
of a student who engages in problem behavior (tantrums) to gain access to a preferred 
item (i.e., access to computer). As Langthorne and McGill (2009) suggested, not having 
access to the computer when the student wishes acts as an establishing operation, which 
increases the effectiveness of the computer as reinfo cement (value-altering effect) and 
causes those problem behaviors (tantrums) that havebeen associated with computer 
access on previous occasions (behavior-altering effect). Conversely, having access to 
the computer acts as an abolishing operation, which de reases the value of the computer 
as an effective reinforcement (value-altering effect) and decreases those problem 
behaviors that have been associated with obtaining computer access on previous 
occasions (behavior-altering effect). 
Although the MO and SD are antecedents that influence problem behavior (Steege & 
Watson, 2009), the MO alters the value of the reinforcement, while the SD indicates the 
availability of the reinforcement (Kennedy & Meyer, 1998). That is, if a problem 
behavior occurs when, for example, a person enters a particular room, it is more likely 
2. Theoretical framework 
28 
 
that this event (the person entering the room) willserve as an SD. However, if the 
problem behavior occurs without an apparent change i  or modification of the 
environment, it is more likely that an MO has influenced the occurrence of problem 
behavior (Kennedy & Meyer, 1998).  
Due to determine whether an antecedent acts as MO, Langthorne and McGill (2009) 
posed the following question: Does the antecedent meet the two characteristics of the SD 
definition? That is, an antecedent is considered an SD if (a) in its presence, 
reinforcement is available for such a response, and (b) in its absence, reinforcement is 
not available for such a response. 
Using the same example from before, in which a student engages in tantrums to gain 
access to a computer, the value of having access to a computer increases in its absence. 
In other words, deprivation of computer access establi hes access to the computer as 
reinforcement. Then, as the reinforcement is present in the absence of the antecedent, 
the second characteristic of the SD is not met. Thus, access to the computer acts as an 
MO rather than an SD. 
Alternatively, if the student engages in problem behavior every time that he watches a 
picture of the computer, then the presence of the picture would act as an SD for the 
occurrence of this problem behavior because the picture’s absence would not increase 
these behaviors. In this case, the picture would fufill the two properties of the SD 
suggested by Langthorne and McGill (2009). 
In summary, the recent conceptual models of problem b havior include the behavior’s 
immediate antecedents (SD), the variables that maintain its occurrence, and the MO, 
which is the type of antecedent that influences the SD, the behavior and the behavior’s 
consequences. Therefore, the assessment and treatment of problem behavior should 
consider the influence of MO. The results from a recent review of MOs (Simó-Pinatella, 
Font-Roura et al., 2013) suggested that interventions that include MOs have a clear 
effect on the problem behaviors by establishing or abolishing the behaviors’ motivation. 
The review also emphasized that some types of MOs appeared to relate to the 
behavior’s function. However, this relationship has not been studied among large 
populations. For example, deprivation of attention c uld have an establishing effect for 
an attention-maintained-behavior. Furthermore, the results of another study (Simó-
Pinatella et al., 2011) suggested that a pre-session (antecedent intervention strategy) 
strategy generally affected the occurrence of problem behavior. The authors emphasized 
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that behavioral interventions that focus on the antecedents promote the development of 
preventive rather than reactive interventions. 
 
2.2. Assessment of problem behavior 
 
Researchers have attempted to design effective intervention plans that meet the needs of 
the people who engage in problem behavior. These interventions should consider the 
complexity of the behavior and those elements of the environment that influence the 
behavior. One way to obtain this information is to c nduct a functional behavioral 
assessment (FBA). The FBA is a process that involves a range of assessment strategies 
that were designed to identify the behavioral function and the specific contextual events 
(SD and MO) that influence the behavior under assessment (Bambara & Knoster 2009; 
Steege & Watson, 2009). The contextual variables that trigger problem behavior could 
be identified using different strategies such as questionnaires, interviews, direct 
observations or functional analysis. 
Several reviews of the assessment and treatment of problem behavior have been 
published on the last decade (i.e., Brosnan & Healy, 2011; Campbell, 2003; Cannella, 
O’Reilly, & Lancioni, 2005; Gresham et al., 2004; Hanley, Iwata, & McCord, 2003; 
Lang et al., 2010; Machalicek, O’Reilly, Beretvas, Sigafoos, & Lancioni, 2007; Matson 
et al., 2011; Simó-Pinatella, Font-Roura et al., 2013). An examination of their results 
indicates that several features of the FBA make it par icularly relevant to the assessment 
and intervention of problem behaviors.  
First, the FBA is a powerful strategy for increasing the likelihood of a treatment’s 
success. Treatments are more effective when they are preceded by an FBA (Brosnan & 
Healy, 2011; Campbell, 2003; Cannella et al., 2005; Hanley et al., 2003; Matson et al., 
2011). FBA-based interventions have been identified as a significant factor in reducing 
the frequency of problem behavior (Campbell, 2003). However, there were some 
exceptions in which no significant differences were found between those studies that 
did or did not use the FBA (Gresham et al., 2004; Machalicek et al., 2007).  
Second, antecedent intervention should be considered an essential part of any 
intervention plan (Brosnan & Healy, 2011; Canella et al., 2005; Lang et al., 2010). 
Antecedent interventions include the identification and modification of the SD and MOs, 
such as providing access to preferred items (Lang et al., 2010; Simó-Pinatella et al., 
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2011) or choice intervention (Canella et al., 2005). Alterations of these variables 
generally decrease the occurrence of problem behavior by providing a preventive 
context.  
Third, the interventions should match the behavioral function (Brosnan & Healy, 2011; 
Hanley et al., 2003). Identifying the function of the behavior is a key aspect of the FBA. 
This function provides relevant information to the professional for identifying the 
reinforcers of the behavior and treating these behaviors (Matson et al., 2011). The 
identification of behavioral function may let professionals to develop more effective and 
specific interventions (Simó-Pinatella, Font-Roura et al., 2013). 
Finally, and of great importance for the assessment and treatment of problem behavior, 
experimental or functional analyses have been used increasingly compared with the 
indirect or direct strategies from the FBA, such as interviews, questionnaires or direct 
observations (Brosnan & Healy, 2011; Campbell, 2003; Hanley et al., 2003). Functional 
analysis has emerged as a method of examining those antecedents and consequences 
that influence or maintain problem behavior in greater detail. 
Based on the above-mentioned characteristics of the FBA and the conceptual SMIRC 
model, it is important that professionals be provided with tools that permit them to 
identify the antecedents and reinforcers of the problem behavior during the development 
of effective intervention plans. Although the interv ntions that use functional analyses 
have obtained better results than those interventions that use other types of assessment 
(Campbell, 2003), this method requires specialized staff training and is often costly 
(Miltenberger, 1998; Paclawskyj et al., 2001). Indirect FBAs generally have poor 
psychometric properties (Kelley, LaRue, Roane, & Gadaire, 2011), so important efforts 
have been conducted to explore the degree of convergence between some of the indirect 
FBAs and other FBA methods. Although more research is needed, convergent validity 
was found between the Questions About Behavioral Function (QABF) and functional 
analysis (Paclawskyj et al., 2001; Watkins & Rapp, 2013) and the Contextual 
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The aims of the current study were: 
- To adapt and validate the QABF (Matson & Vollmer, 1995) and the CAI 
(McAtee, Carr, & Schulte, 2004) to the Spanish population.  
- To explore whether different types of antecedent variables can act as predictors 
of behavioral functions.  
 
These aims were based on two initial working hypotheses: 
- Based on the SMIRC model, can assessment tools permit the identification of 
the antecedents that influence the occurrence of a problem behavior and the 
consequences that reinforce said behavior? 
- To what degree do environmental events act as predictive variables of behavioral 































4. METHOD AND RESULTS 
4.1. Third publication 
4.2. Fourth publication 


























4.1. Third publication 
Simó-Pinatella, D., Alomar-Kurz, E., Font-Roura, J., Giné, C., Matson, J. L., & 
Cifré, I. (2013). Questions About Behavioral Function (QABF): Adaptation and 





























































4.2. Fourth publication 
Simó-Pinatella, D., Alomar-Kurz, E., Font-Roura, J., & Giné, C. (2013). 
Análisis de los eventos contextuales que influencian las conductas 
problemáticas: El inventario de evaluación del contexto. [Analysis of the 
contextual events that influence problem behavior: The Contextual Assessment 










4. Method and results 
110 
 








4. Method and results 
113 
 












4. Method and results 
117 
 
4. Method and results 
118 
 












4. Method and results 
122 
 




4. Method and results 
124 
 








4. Method and results 
127 
 
4. Method and results 
128 
 
4. Method and results 
129 
 
















4. Method and results 
134 
 








4. Method and results 
137 
 
4. Method and results 
138 
 
4. Method and results 
139 
 
4.3. Antecedent events as predictive variables of behavioral function 
 
Data were obtained from 328 problem behaviors displayed by 300 participants. The 
exploration of the relationship between antecedent variables and behavioral function 
was performed using data from the Spanish version of the QABF and the CAI. 
These indirect FBAs have their own categories. The QABF is divided into five 
behavioral functions (attention, escape, non-social, physical and tangible) and the CAI 
is organized into four categories (plus subcategoris): social/cultural (negative 
interactions and disappointments), nature of task or activity (factors related to tasks or 
chores and daily routines), physical environment (uncomfortable environment and 
changes in the environment) and biological (medication, illness and physiological 
states). 
 
Table 1. Correlation between QABF and CAI  





Attention .391** .163**  .115* 
Escape .366** .364** .202** .234** 
Non-social -.208**    
Physical   .230** .423** 
Access to 
tangible 
.342** .148** .182** .264** 
* P<.05, ** P<.01 
 
Using data from the validated Spanish version of both instruments, a significant 
correlation was found between some behavioral functio s and antecedent categories. As 
Table 1 shows, a significant correlation was found for all behavioral functions with at 
least one antecedent category. Higher correlations were found between physically 
maintained behavior and biological antecedents (r=.423) and attention behaviors and 
social/cultural variables (r=.391). High correlations were also found between scape 
maintained behavior and social/cultural variables and nature of task or activity 
variables (r=.366; .364; respectively), and between tangible maintained behavior and 
social/cultural variables (r=.342). Finally, non-social behavior was negatively 
correlated with social/cultural variables (r=.-.208) (All Ps<.01). 





Table 2. Multiple regression predictors of behavioral function  
Predictors Beta Adj R2 R2 
(a) Attention    
Social / Cultural .599***   
Nature of task or activity -.214**   
Biological -.103   
  .180 .188 
(b) Escape    
Social / Cultural .214**   
Nature of task or activity .241**   
Physical environment -.094   
Biological .057   
  .150 .160 
(c) Non-social    
Social / Cultural -.208***   
  .040 .043 
(d) Physical    
Physical environment -.031   
Biological .441***   
  .174 .179 
(e) Access to tangible    
Social / Cultural .425***   
Nature of task or activity -.231**   
Physical environment .008   
Biological .143*   
  .140 .151 
* P<.05, ** P<.01, *** P<.001 
 
Once the significant correlations were identified, a multiple regression analysis was 
subsequently conducted to explore whether the CAI categories could predict behavioral 
function. Thus, the CAI categories were the independent variables and the behavioral 
functions were the dependent variables. The analysis showed that various predictors 
accounted for a significant proportion of the variance in the CAI categories of attention 
(r= .433, F[3,324]= 24,937, P<.001), escape (r= .400, F[4,323]=15,397, P<.001), non-
social (r= .208, F[1,326]= 14,735, P<.001), physical (r= .424, F[2,325]= 35,531, 
P<.001) and access to tangible (r= .388, F[4,323]=14,330, P<.001) maintained behavior 
(Table 2). The social/cultural variables were significant predictors for all behavioral 
functions except physical maintained behavior and were the best predictors of attention 
maintained behavior. The most significant predictors f physical maintained behavior 
were biological variables. Variables related to the nature of task or activity were also 
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The present study aimed (a) to adapt and validate the QABF (Matson & Vollmer, 1995) 
and the CAI (McAtee et al., 2004) to the Spanish population, and (b) to explore whether 
a functional relationship existed between behavioral functions and different types of 
antecedent variables.  
As noted above, the Spanish versions of the QABF and the CAI are applicable to the 
Spanish population. Both questionnaires were administered to a total of 300 
participants, and data from 328 behaviors was obtained.  
The results from the QABF study (Simó-Pinatella, Alomar-Kurz, Font-Roura, Giné et 
al., 2013) showed a high internal consistency; the co fficient alpha for the QABF as a 
whole was .756 and was higher for the five subscale: .923, .863, .853, .942, and .883 
(attention, escape, non-social, physical and tangible, respectively). An exploratory 
factor analysis was conducted to identify the five hypothesized functions. After 
eliminating those three QABF items that did not totally respond to its behavioral 
function, a Principal Axis Factoring with Varimax rotation yielded the five factors with 
eigen values of 5.216, 4.340, 3.067, 2.848, and 1.794. The test-retest reliability of the 
QABF was also assessed using data from 40 problem behaviors. The results from the 
reliability test indicate that that the QABF is stable over time.  
The results from the CAI study (Simó-Pinatella, Alomar-Kurz, Font-Roura, & Giné, 
2013) also indicate a high internal consistency. Specifically, the coefficient alpha for the 
CAI as a whole was .94 and was slightly lower for each of the four categories 
(social/cultural: .88; nature of task or activity: .88; physical environment: .79; 
biological: .74). Stability over time was also assessed for the CAI using data from 30 
problem behaviors. The results indicate that the CAI has acceptable test-retest 
reliability.  
Overall, in terms of psychometric properties, the results obtained from these studies 
generally agreed with the results from other studies that conducted using the QABF 
(i.e., Nicholson, Konstantinidi, & Fureniss, 2006; Paclawskyj, Matson, Rush, Smalls, & 
Vollmer, 2000; Sing et al., 2009) and the CAI (i.e., Embregts, Didden, Huitink, & 
Schreuder, 2009; McAtee et al., 2004). Therefore, it can be concluded that both 
instruments have good psychometric properties and can be used on the Spanish 
population to assess the function of problem behavior (Matson, Tureck, & Rieske, 2012; 
Matson & Vollmer, 1995) and to identify those events (SD and MO) that are related to 
problem behavior (Carr et al., 2008; McAtee et al.,2004). Both questionnaires are 
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identified as valid and comprehensive instruments to be used by professionals during 
the FBA process. 
As has been previously mentioned, the QABF allows professionals to determine 
behavioral functions, and the CAI identifies the antecedent variables that influence the 
occurrence of problem behavior. The use of both indirect FBAs is an important method 
for professionals to obtain the information needed to develop comprehensive 
intervention plans (Embregts et al., 2009). Nevertheless, one question that may arise in 
research is whether both instruments are related to ach other (Simó-Pinatella, Alomar-
Kurz, Font-Roura, Giné et al., 2013). That is, are different types of antecedent variables 
more related to specific behavioral functions? If so, could specific types of antecedents 
be considered predictive variables for specific behavioral function? Increasing the 
knowledge about this topic may help professionals and researchers to work on more 
preventive perspectives.  
Before attempting to answer these questions using the results of multiple regression 
analysis, it is useful to refer to the review studies that were presented in the theoretical 
framework section (Simó-Pinatella et al., 2011; Simó-Pinatella, Font-Roura et al., 
2013). 
Interesting relationships can be observed between th  type of MO and behavioral 
function. After reviewing the articles that included MOs in the assessment and treatment 
of problem behavior by children with ID (Simó-Pinatella, Font-Roura et al., 2013), the 
authors identified four categories of MO: social context variables, activity or nature of 
the task, characteristics of the environment a d personal context. The authors showed 
that specific MO categories were more studied according to the specific behavioral 
functions with which they were associated. That is, for problem behaviors that were 
attention maintained, the MOs that were specially assessed were those that related to the 
social context (i.e., Ringdahl, Winborn, Andelman, & Kitsukawa, 2002; Roantree & 
Kennedy, 2006), such as including attention from others (i.e., Chung & Canella-
Malone, 2010), whereas for problem behaviors that were escape maintained, MOs from 
the categories of activity or nature of the task (i.e., Butler & Luiselli, 2007) and 
characteristics of the environment (i.e., Buckley & Newchok, 2006) were more 
frequently studied. Similarly, when the behavioral function that maintained the behavior 
was access to tangible, MOs from the category characteristics of the environment were 
most frequently studied (i.e., O’Reilly et al., 2009), such as environmental enrichment 
(i.e., Rapp, 2005) or access to preferred items (i.e., Lomas, Fisher, & Kelly, 2010). 
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Finally, when automatic reinforcement was present, MOs from the categories of social 
context (i.e., Chung & Cannella-Malone, 2010), characteristics of the environment (i.e., 
Lanovaz, Fletcher, & Rapp, 2009) and personal context (i.e., Lang et al., 2009) were the 
most frequently studied. 
The authors (Simó-Pinatella et al., 2011; Simó-Pinatella, Font-Roura et al., 2013) also 
suggested that the effects of MOs could also be predictable in some cases based on the 
function of the behavior. For example, it might be expected that if the behavior is 
maintained by access to tangible objects, providing a pre-session condition in which the 
participant has access to the object should decrease the frequency of problem behavior 
(abolishing operation) after the pre-session condition, whereas no access to the object 
during the pre-session condition would increase the frequency of the problem behavior 
after the pre-session (establishing operation) (i.e., Carter & Wheeler, 2007; O'Reilly et 
al., 2007). However, it should be noted that a specific MO may act as an establishing 
operation for one person and an abolishing operation for another (i.e., Chung & 
Cannella-Malone, 2010). 
The findings from these review studies suggest that some antecedent variables may be 
more related to specific behavioral functions. The behavioral functions (QABF) and 
antecedent variables (CAI) were correlated to provide evidence for this assumption.  
The results of the initial correlation between QABF components and CAI categories 
indicated significant correlations between some behavioral functions and CAI 
environmental categories. For example, a high correlation was found between 
social/cultural variables and attention, escape and tangible maintained behaviors (.391; 
.366; .342; respectively, all Ps>0.1). Similarly, nature of task or activity variables were 
highly correlated with escape maintained behavior (.364; p>.01) and biological 
variables was highly correlated with physical maintained behavior (.423; p>.01). 
Once the correlations were identified, a multiple regression analysis was subsequently 
conducted to explore whether some of the antecedent variables could predict specific 
behavioral functions. The results from the regression showed that the social/cultural 
and nature of task or activity variables were the best predictors of the majority of 
behavioral functions (except for non-social and physical maintained behavior). 
Social/cultural variables were the best predictors of non-social maintained b havior and 
biological variables were the best predictors of physical maintained behavior. 
Although some of the antecedent variables appeared to be more related to specific 
behavioral functions, the findings from this study agree with previous results (i.e., 
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Embregts et al., 2009; Simó-Pinatella, Alomar-Kurz, Font-Roura & Giné, 2013) that 
social/cultural variables were the best overall predictors of problem behavior.  
The results from these studies confirm that the SMIRC model has empirical support. 
That is, these results support the dynamism of problem behavior (Watson et al., 2011). 
Problem behavior should not be understood solely within a linear framework in which 
the behavior is preceded by an antecedent and then followed by a reinforcer, but should 
be considered within a larger scope. Contextual variables not only influence the 
occurrence of problem behavior but may also be correlated with each other (Steege & 
Watson, 2009). In other words, some antecedent variables can have an effect to 
reinforcers. 
Nevertheless, in addition to the limitations mentioed in the four publications presented 
such as selection of the sample for the validation of the indirect FBA instruments, two 
main limitations should additionally be noted when interpreting the findings from this 
study. First, very little of the literature includes the SMIRC model (i.e., Kubick & 
Mcloughlin, 2010; Steege &Watson, 2009; Watson et al., 2011) in the understanding of 
problem behavior. Although an increasing amount of literature notes the role of MOs in 
the assessment and intervention of problem behavior (i.e., Cooper et al., 2007; Kennedy 
& Meyer, 1998; Smith, 2011; Steege & Watson, 2009), more empirical evidence is 
needed to generalize this model, especially in large samples. Second, differentiating 
MOs from SDs is very complex. That is, to clearly see when an antecedent condition 
may be acting as a MO or as a SD (or vice versa). Although recent studies (i.e., 
Langthorne & McGill, 2009) have attempted to clarify the differences among these 
concepts from a practical point of view, differentiation is still difficult.  
Despite these limitations, the overall results from these studies have clear implications 
for practitioners and researchers.  
Five implications for practitioners can be identified. First, when treating with people 
with ID who display problem behavior, it is imperative to understand both the problem 
behavior according to its function rather than its form (Bambara & Knoster, 2009; 
Preciado & Sugai, 2007; Simó-Pinatella, Font-Roura et al., 2013; Steege & Watson, 
2009) and that the occurrence of problem behaviors s related to environmental 
variables (Carr et al., 2008; McGill et al., 2005). The results from several studies stated 
that problem behaviors were significantly reduced when the treatments were based on 
the behavioral function (i.e., Brosnan & Healy, 2011; Campbell, 2003; Simó-Pinatella 
et al., 2011). Furthermore, interventions that consider the role of antecedents (MO and 
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SD) have a clear effect on the assessment and treatment of problem behavior for people 
with ID (i.e., Lang et al., 2010; Simó-Pinatella et al., 2011). For example, variables 
from the categories of social/cultural and nature of task or activity play an important 
role in the occurrence of problem behavior (Simó-Pinatella, Alomar-Kurz, Font-Roura, 
& Giné, 2013). Second, it is necessary to conduct an FBA before performing an 
intervention (Steege & Watson, 2009). The FBA has emerged as a useful strategy for 
professionals because it provides information about the function of the behavior and 
those environmental variables that influence its occurrence (Kelley et al., 2011; Riffel, 
2011; Steege & Watson, 2009). Knowledge from the FBA allows professionals to 
develop effective and preventive intervention plans (Cooper et al., 2007). Third, indirect 
FBAs such as the Spanish version of the instruments pre ented in this study may help 
professionals to understand the behavior assessed. Specifically, information about the 
function of the behavior and its antecedent variables (SD and MO) can be identified. 
Professionals will be able to use this knowledge to stablish hypotheses that will guide 
the development of the intervention plan (Smith, 2011). Nevertheless, it is 
recommended to use indirect FBA in conjunction with other assessment methods 
(Bambra & Knoster, 2009; Kelley et al., 2011) such as direct observation (Alter, 
Conroy, Mancil, & Haydon, 2008) or functional analysis (Nicholson et al., 2006). 
Fourth, strategies that focus on the alteration or m dification of the antecedents (SD or 
MO) should be promoted in everyday practice. These strategies have clear effects 
(either establishing or abolishing) on the occurrence of problem behavior (Simó-
Pinatella, Font-Roura et al., 2013). These strategies represent a more educational way to 
treat problem behavior because they permit the use of more positive, educative and 
preventive procedures (Dunlap & Fox, 2007). The use of a specific pre-session context 
as a strategy that modifies the environment is one example of designing preventive 
procedures that geared towards avoiding the manifestations of problem behavior, 
especially more complex and difficult behaviors. Moreover, these strategies require less 
effort and are less time consuming by the professionals. Finally, the identification of a 
relationship between specific types of antecedent variables and specific behavioral 
functions could be very useful for professionals. This knowledge could help the 
professionals to design more preventive systems.  
These implications indicate that institutions should se more preventive, proactive and 
educative perspectives when treating the problem behaviors presented by people with 
ID (Sailor, Dunlap, Sugai, & Horner, 2009).  
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Results from the present study also suggest implications for research. First, more 
consistent use of existing definitions and types of MOs are needed. Improved 
consistency may reduce misunderstandings among researchers and practitioners 
regarding how the problem behavior was assessed and how to understand the 
intervention results. Furthermore, more research is needed to empirically demonstrate 
the value-altering and behavior altering effects of MOs. Second, more research is 
needed on how to treat problem behaviors in ordinary settings. Most of the interventions 
that explore the effects of MOs are conducted in special settings, such as residential 
facilities (i.e., Rapp, 2004) or special schools (i.e., McComas, Hoch, Paone, & El-Roy, 
2000). Very few studies have been conducted in ordina y settings. Third, the structural 
organization of antecedent interventions such as pre-session conditions should be 
explored. The two latter implications indicate that it is important to question how these 
interventions are adapted to more ordinary or inclusive settings. Fourth, more research 
is required to improve the validity of indirect FBA instruments. It is important to not 
only improve the Spanish version of the QABF and CAI, but to also develop or adapt 
assessment tools that allow professionals to identify the variables that cause or maintain 
problem behavior. These instruments should consider multiple contextual variables 
(Carr et al., 2008) or assessment strategies that specifically identify the antecedents that 
most closely relate to behavioral function. Thus, it is necessary to obtain assessment 
tools that are compatible with the demands of the environments in which people with ID 
reside (for example, ordinary or mainstream schools) and that accurately identify 
antecedents (SD and MO) and reinforcers to develop intervention plans that completely 


































This dissertation presents the results of the validation of the QABF and the CAI on the 
Spanish population and evaluates the existing relationship between behavioral function 
and contextual variables. The most important ideas from this study can be summarized 
as follows: 
1. The SMIRC model has empirical support. The results from the present study 
indicate that antecedent variables are related to no  o ly the behavior but its 
reinforcers.  
2. Some contextual variables appear to relate to specific behavioral functions. 
Social/cultural variables have been identified as having the greatest influece on 
problem behavior. 
3. The FBA is an important and necessary process for assessing and treating 
problem behavior displayed by people with ID. 
4. The Spanish versions of both indirect FBAs, the QABF and the CAI, possess 
good psychometric characteristics and results were consistent with previous 
studies. 
5. Treatment of problem behavior must not involve reactive strategies. Instead, 






































Simó-Pinatella, D., Font-Roura, J., Planella-Morató, J., McGill, P., Alomar-Kurz, E., & 
Giné, C. (2013). Types of motivating operations in interventions with problem 
behavior: A systematic review. Behavior Modification, 37, 1-36. 
 
AIM: To explore the concept of MOs by conducting a systematic review of those 
studies that have carried out a functional assessment of problem behavior and a 
subsequent MO-based intervention using school age children. A possible relationship 
between the different types of MOs and behavioral function was also examined. 
 
METHOD: The literature review was conducted using the following electronic 
databases: PsycINFO, Education Resources Information Center, Science Direct, 
Blackwell, SAGE and Medline. The review was limited to publications within the last 
10 years (January 2000 to December 2010). Based on the inclusion and exclusion 
criteria, a total of 31 articles were included in this study. 
 
RESULTS: Overall, modifications or alterations to the MOs influenced the occurrence 
of behaviors (either an increase or decrease in frequency). The MOs could be classified 
as follows: social context, activity or nature of the task, characteristics of the 
environment or personal context variables. According to this classification, the variables 
related to social context, the characteristics of the environment and the personal context 
were used in the literature the most frequently.  
The specific types of MOs that were studied depended on their associated behavioral 
function. 
 
CONCLUSIONS: It is important to emphasize (a) the relationship between the type of 
MO and behavioral function and (b) the need to establi h more differences between 
MOs and SD. These conclusions may allow professionals to develop more preventive 









Simó-Pinatella, D., Alomar-Kurz, E., Font-Roura, J., Giné, C., Planella-Morató, J., & 
McGill, P. (2011). Las presesiones como estratégia para tratar las conductas 
problemáticas de los alumnos con discapacidad intelectual: una revisión. [Pre-session as 
a strategy to treat problem behavior displayed by people with ID: A review] Análisis y 
Modificación de Conducta, 37, 145-162. 
 
AIM: Using the results from a previous paper (Simó-Pinatella, Font-Roura et al., 2013), 
this study identified and explored those empirical studies that have used the strategy of 
pre-session to address problem behaviors presented by school-age children with ID. 
 
METHOD: The literature review was conducted using the following electronic 
databases: PsycINFO, Education Resources Information Center, Science Direct, 
Blackwell, SAGE and Medline. The review was limited to publications within the last 
10 years (January 2000 to December 2010). Based on the inclusion and exclusion 
criteria, a total of 12 articles were included in this study. 
 
RESULTS: Most of the pre-session conditions included offering the participants the 
possibility of gaining access (or not) to an event that acted as an MO for a problem 
behavior. In most of the articles, the MO had an establishing or abolishing effect on 
problem behavior. The results indicated that the behaviors assessed improved when a 
clear relationship between the pre-session condition and the behavioral function was 
found. 
 
CONCLUSIONS: This study’s conclusions emphasized the need to treat problem 
behavior using strategies that focus on the modificat on of antecedents; that is, using 
preventive strategies. It is necessary to develop the pre-sessions’ structural and 










Simó-Pinatella, D., Alomar-Kurz, E., Font-Roura, J., Giné, C., Matson, J. L., & Cifré, I. 
(2013). Questions About Behavioral Function (QABF): Adaptation and validation of the 
Spanish version. Research in Developmental Disabilities, 34, 1248-1255. 
(doi:10.1016/j.ridd.2013.01.015)  
 
AIM: To adapt and validate the "Questions About Behavioral Function (QABF)" to the 
Spanish population. 
 
METHOD: The following steps were conducted to adapt the QABF to the Spanish 
population: (a) translation of the QABF from English to Spanish, (b) an expert 
assessment, (c) a pilot test, and (d) a field test. Data were collected from 300 
participants, some of whom presented more than one behavior. A total of 328 behaviors 
were assessed. Forty behaviors were assessed over aperiod ranging from one to three 
weeks to explore behavioral reliability over time. 
 
RESULTS: The results indicate that the Spanish version of the QABF displayed high 
internal consistency as a whole (.756) and a higher int nal consistency in its subscales 
(behavioral functions): .923, .863, .853, .942, and .883 (attention, escape, sensory, 
physical, and tangible, respectively). The results from the exploratory factor analysis 
confirmed the five hypothesized behavioral functions. Moreover, the results from a test-
retest analysis indicated high stability over time. 
 
CONCLUSIONS: The Spanish version of QABF appeared valid for professionals. The 
information obtained from this questionnaire may help professionals to identify the 
functions of the problem behaviors assessed in people with ID. Nevertheless, more 
analyses are needed to improve the functional assessment process (such as studying the 
convergent validity of the QABF). The QABF should be used in conjunction with other 
instruments, such as indirect or direct functional assessment strategies. 
 





Simó-Pinatella, D., Alomar-Kurz, E., Font-Roura, J., and Giné, C. (2013). Análisis de 
los eventos contextuales que influencian las conductas problemáticas: El inventario de 
evaluación del contexto. [Analysis of the contextual events that influence problem 
behavior: The Contextual Assessment Inventory]. Manuscript submitted for publication. 
 
AIM: To adapt and validate the "Context Assessment Inventory (CAI)" to the Spanish 
population. To identify the environmental events most closely related to the occurrence 
of problem behavior. 
 
METHOD: The following steps were conducted to adapt the CAI to the Spanish 
population: (a) translation of the CAI from English to Spanish, (b) an expert assessment, 
(c) a pilot test, and (d) a field test. Data were collected from 300 participants, some of 
whom presented more than one behavior. A total of 328 behaviors were assessed. Thirty 
behaviors were assessed over a period of time ranging from one to three weeks to 
explore behavioral reliability over time. The antecedents that were most closely related 
to the occurrence of behavioral problems were identfi d by participants’ score on the 
questionnaires. 
 
RESULTS: The results indicated that the Spanish version of the CAI has a high internal 
consistency both as a whole (.94) and within its categories: .88, .88, 79, and .74 
(social/cultural, nature of task or activity, physical variables and biological variables, 
respectively). Moreover, results of a test-retest analysis indicate an acceptable stability 
over time. Finally, social/cultural and nature of task or activity variables were most 
closely related to the occurrence of problem behavior. 
 
CONCLUSIONS: Although more studies are needed to explore the psychometric 
properties of the CAI, the Spanish version appears v lid and reliable for professionals. 
This instrument permits professionals to identify the antecedent variables that influence 
the occurrence of problem behavior. However, to the CAI should be used in conjunction 
with other functional assessment strategies to obtain he relevant and necessary 



































Simó-Pinatella, D., Font-Roura, J., Planella-Morató, J., McGill, P., Alomar-Kurz, E., & 
Giné, C., (2013). Types of motivating operations in interventions with problem 
behavior: A systematic review. Behavior Modification, 37, 1-36. 
 
OBJECTIU: Explorar el concepte d’operacions motivadores (OM) duent a terme una 
revisió sistemàtica d’aquells estudis que han realitzat una avaluació funcional de la 
conducta problemàtica i una intervenció posterior centrant-se en les OM amb infants 
amb discapacitat intel· lectual en edat escolar. Tanmateix, s’examina la possible relació 
existent entre les diferents tipologies OM i les funcions de la conducta.  
 
MÈTODE: La revisió de la literatura es va dur a term  utilitzant les següents bases de 
dades electròniques: PsychInfo, Education Resources Information Center, Science 
Direct, Blackwell, SAGE i Medline. La revisió es vacentrar en els darrers 10 anys (del 
gener del 2000 al desembre de 2010). Després de considerar els criteris d’inclusió i 
exclusió, es van incloure un total de 31 articles. 
 
RESULTATS: En general, s’observa que les modificacions o alteracions en les OM que 
influencien l’ocurrència de la conducta tenen un impacte en la pròpia conducta (ja sigui 
augmentant o reduint la seva freqüència). Les OM es poden classificar segons si són 
variables del context social, de l’activitat o natur lesa de la tasca, característiques de 
l’entorn o context personal. D’acord amb aquesta classificació, les variables referents al 
context social, a les característiques de l’entorn i al context personal són les més 
utilitzades en els articles inclosos. A més, determinades tipologies d’OM són més 
estudiades tenint present la funció de la conducta. 
 
CONCLUSIONS: És important no només subratllar la relació entre les diferents 
tipologies d’OM i la funció de la conducta, sinó també la necessitat d’establir majors 
diferències entre les OM i els estímuls discriminatius. Aquestes indicacions poden 
permetre als professionals elaborar plans d’intervenció més ecològics i efectius. 
 
 





Simó-Pinatella, D., Alomar-Kurz, E., Font-Roura, J., Giné, C., Planella-Morató, J. y 
McGill, P. (2011). Las presesiones como estratégia para tratar las conductas 
problemáticas de los alumnos con discapacidad intelectual: una revisión. Análisis y 
Modificación de Conducta, 37, 145-162. 
 
OBJECTIU: A partir d’un treball previ (Simó-Pinatella, Font-Roura et al., 2013), el 
present estudi pretén identificar i explorar aquells studis empírics que han utilitzat 
l’estratègia de la pre-sessió per tractar les conductes problemàtiques que manifesten 
infants amb discapacitat intel· lectual en edat escolar. 
 
MÈTODE: La revisió de la literatura es va dur a term  utilitzant les següents bases de 
dades electròniques: PsychInfo, Education Resources Information Center, Science 
Direct, Blackwell, SAGE i Medline. La revisió es vacentrar en els darrers 10 anys (del 
gener del 2000 al desembre de 2010). Després de considerar els criteris d’inclusió i 
exclusió, es van incloure un total de 12 articles. 
 
RESULTATS: La majoria de pre-sessions ofereixen la possibilitat de tenir o no accés a 
un determinat esdeveniment que actua com a OM per la conducta problemàtica 
avaluada. En la majoria dels articles, l’OM actua com a efecte establidor o abolidor per 
la conducta problemàtica. Els resultats indiquen que les conductes avaluades milloren 
quan hi ha una relació clara entre la pre-sessió i la funció de la conducta problemàtica. 
 
CONCLUSIONS: Les conclusions que es desprenen d’aquest article emfatitzen la 
necessitat de treballar les conductes problemàtiques utilitzant estratègies centrades en la 
modificació dels antecedents, és a dir, utilitzant es ratègies preventives. També es 
destaca la importància de treballar les característiques estructurals i funcionals de les 
pre-sessions, així com de disposar de pràctiques centrad s en la modificació 
d’antecedents a entorns més ordinaris i inclusius. 
 
 





Simó-Pinatella, D., Alomar-Kurz, E., Font-Roura, J., Giné, C., Matson, J. L., i Cifré, I. 
(2013). Questions About Behavioral Function (QABF): Adaptation and validation of the 
Spanish version. Research in Developmental Disabilities, 34, 1248-1255. 
(doi:10.1016/j.ridd.2013.01.015)  
 
OBJECTIU: Adaptar i validar el “Questions About Behavioral Function (QABF)” a la 
població espanyola. 
 
MÈTODE: Per poder fer l’adaptació del QABF a la població espanyola es van dur a 
terme els següents passos: (a) traducció del QABF al castellà, (b) judici d’experts, (c) 
prova pilot i (d) treball de camp. Al final, es van obtenir dades de 300 participants. 
Considerant que per alguns participants es va avalur més d’una conducta, en total es 
van analitzar 328 conductes problemàtiques. A més, un total de 40 conductes van ser 
avaluades entre un període d’ una i tres setmanes per tal d’explorar la fiabilitat al llarg 
del temps. 
 
RESULTATS: Els resultats indiquen que la versió espanyola del QABF té una alta 
consistència interna en la seva totalitat (.756) i, especialment, en les seves subescales 
(funcions de la conducta): .923; .863; .853; .942; .883 (atenció, evitació, sensorial, 
malestar físic, i tangible, respectivament). Els reultats obtinguts de l’anàlisi factorial 
exploratori confirmen les cinc funcions de la conducta prèviament plantejades. Alhora, 
els resultats psicomètrics de la prova test-retest indiquen una alta fiabilitat al llarg del 
temps. 
 
CONCLUSIONS: La versió espanyola del QABF sembla ser vàlida per la seva 
aplicació per als professionals. La informació obtinguda a partir d’aquest instrument 
permet identificar la funció de la conducta problemàtica avaluada en persones amb 
discapacitat intel· lectual. No obstant, i amb l’objectiu de millorar l’avaluació funcional 
de la conducta, són necessaris més anàlisis del QABF (com per exemple, estudiar la 
seva validesa convergent). Es recomana utilitzar el QABF en el moment de l’avaluació 
funcional de la conducta juntament amb altres instruments, ja siguin d’avaluació 
indirecte com directe. 





Simó-Pinatella, D., Alomar-Kurz, E., Font-Roura, J., and Giné, C. (2013). Análisis de 
los eventos contextuales que influencian las conductas problemáticas: El inventario de 
evaluación del contexto. Artículo en revisión. 
 
OBJECTIU: Adaptar i validar el “Context Assessment Inventory (CAI)” a la població 
espanyola. També, es pretén identificar aquells elem nts de l’entorn que propicien més 
l’ocurrència de les conductes problemàtiques. 
 
MÈTODE: Per poder fer l’adaptació del CAI a la població espanyola es van dur a terme 
els següents passos: (a) traducció del CAI al castellà, (b) judici d’experts, (c) prova pilot 
i (d) treball de camp. Al final, es van obtenir dades de 300 participants. Considerant que 
per alguns participants es van avaluar més d’una coducta, en total es van analitzar 328 
conductes problemàtiques. A més, un total de 30 conductes van ser avaluades entre un 
període d’una i tres setmanes per tal d’explorar la fiabilitat al llarg del temps. La 
identificació dels antecedents que més influeixen l’ocurrència de la conducta 
problemàtica es va fer calculant el percentatge d’aquells ítems que havien rebut una 
major puntuació. 
 
RESULTATS: Els resultats indiquen que la versió espanyola del CAI té una alta 
consistència interna en la seva totalitat (.94) i en les seves categories: .88; .88; 79; i .74 
(social/cultural, naturalesa de la tasca, variables físiques i variables biològiques, 
respectivament). Alhora, els resultats psicomètrics de la prova test-retest indiquen una 
acceptable fiabilitat al llarg del temps. Finalment, les variables social/cultural i 
naturalesa de la tasca o de l’activitat són les que reb n puntuacions més altes en relació 
a l’ocurrència de la conducta problemàtica. 
 
CONCLUSIONS: Tot i que es necessiten més estudis per explorar les propietats 
psicomètriques del CAI, la seva versió espanyola sembla ser vàlida per la seva 
aplicació. La informació que se n’obté permet identificar aquelles variables 
d’antecedents que poden influenciar l’ocurrència de la conducta problemàtica. No 
obstant, es recomana utilitzar aquest instrument juament amb altres estratègies 
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d’avaluació funcional de la conducta per tal d’obtenir la informació necessària per 
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